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following	two	central	 issues	from	a	cross-linguistic	perspective:	 (i)	 to	what	
extent	clause-typing	systems	show	universals	and	(ii)	how	sentential	forms	
may	be	different	or	parameterized	in	realizing	a	particular	type	of	illocutionary	
force.	For	example,	 w h -movement	has	a	 long	 tradition	 in	 the	generative	
framework,	and	many	proposals	have	been	made	to	capture	the	similarities	





in	English,	 this	paper	aims	 to	provide	 further	empirical	evidence	 for	 the	
theoretical	treatment	of	the	presentational	clause	type.






of	generative	grammar,	 research	on	clause	 typing	has	 focused	on	dealing	




or	parameterized	 in	realizing	a	particular	 type	of	 illocutionary	force.	With	
respect	 to	 ( i ),	all	 languages	seem	to	have	declaratives,	 interrogatives,	and	
exclamatives,	whereas	none	will	have	a	clause	type	that	conventionally	makes	
a	threat.	Regarding	(ii),	 w h -interrogatives	may	differ	in	their	sentential	forms	




　(1)	 	Every	clause	needs	to	be	typed.	 In	the	case	of	 typing	a	 w h -question,	
either	a	 w h -particle	in	C0	is	used	or	else	fronting	a	 w h -word	to	the	Spec	
of	C0	is	used,	thereby	typing	a	clause	C0	by	Spec-head	agreement.
	 (Cheng	1991:	29)
　(2)	 a.	 	 What	did	you	buy?
	 b.	 	 [CP	whatj 	[C’	didi	[IP	you	[	I’	ti	[VP	buy	tj 	]]]]]
　(3)	 a.	 	 Anata-wa	nani-o	 kai-masi-ta-ka?
	 	 	 you-TOP	 what-ACC	 buy-POL-PAST-Q
	 	 	 ‘What	did	you	buy?’
	 b.	 	 [CP	nani-oi	[C’	[IP	anata-wa	[	I’	[VP	ti	kai-masi]	-ta	]]	-ka	]]	 (LF)
Under	the	clause-typing	hypothesis,	 the	 w h -interrogative	 in	English	satisfies	
the	Spec-head	agreement	requirement	by	overt	 w h -movement	(2b);	the	one	in	




and	 sophisticate	 the	 theory	of	 clause	 typing.	Revising	Cheng’s	 clause-
typing	hypothesis	as	 in	 (4),	Hasegawa	 (2010)	makes	painstaking	efforts	
to	unify	 Japanese	 thetic	 judgment	 (ga-marked)	 sentences	 (Kuroda	1972)	
and	presentational	sentences	such	as	 locative	 inversion	 in	English	 into	the	
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　(5)	 	 	 Neko-ga	 heya-de	 nemut-tei-ru.	 [Thetic	Judgment]
	 	 	 Neko-NOM	 room-at	 sleep-PROG-PRES
	 	 	 ‘A	cat	is	sleeping	in	the	room.’
　(6)	 	 	 In	the	room	slept	a	cat.	 [Locative	Inversion]
　The	primary	purpose	of	 this	 research	 is	 to	provide	 further	 supportive	
evidence	and	arguments	 for	Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	 theoretical	 treatment	of	
the	presentational	clause	 type	with	reference	 to	participle	preposing	 (e.g.	




　The	remainder	of	 this	paper	 is	organized	as	 follows.	Section	2	reviews	
Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	empirical	characterization	of	 the	presentational	clause	




２．Clause Typing and Presentationals
2.1．Presentationals as a Clause Type










　(7)	 	 	 The	cat	is	sleeping	there.
　(8)	 a.	 	 Neko-ga	 asoko-de	 nemut-tei-ru.
	 	 	 Neko-NOM	 there-at	 sleep-PROG-PRES
	 b.	 	 Neko-wa	 asoko-de	 nemut-tei-ru
	 	 	 Neko-TOP	 there-at	 sleep-PROG-PRES
The	 two	sentences	 in	 (8)	serve	 to	denote	 the	same	situation	but	differ	 in	
their	 judgment	styles:	 in	 (8a),	ga	expresses	a	 thetic	 judgment,	and	 in	 (8b),	
w a	a	categorical	 judgment.	Kuroda	(1992:	22)	describes	the	notion	of	th etic	
j ud gment	as	“[ t ]he	judgment	expressed	by	[8a],	 . . .	 is	a	direct	response	to	the	
perceptual	cognition	of	an	actual	situation,	a	perceptual	intake	of	information	
about	an	actual	 situation.	There	 is	 an	actual	 situation	 in	which	a	 cat	 is	
sleeping	there.	This	perception	 is	directly	put	 in	 the	 form	of	a	 judgement,	
registering	a	proposition	taken	as	true	with	respect	to	the	given	situation.”	
C ategorical j ud gment,	 in	contrast,	“does	not	simply	reflect	a	perceptual	 intake	
of	information,	not	a	simple	recognition	by	perception	of	the	existence	of	an	
actual	situation.	In	the	judgment	expressed	by	[8b],	 the	cat	 in	the	perceived	
situation	 is	apprehended	as	an	entity	 that	 is	 fulfilling	a	particular	 role	 in	
the	situation.	 (Kuroda	1992:	22-23).”	Therefore,	 th etic j ud gment	 is	a	single	
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can	be	embedded	under	a	predicate	such	as	“to omou	(think	that),”	but	in	this	
case,	 the	embedded	sentential	content	does	not	reflect	 the	speaker’s	direct	
perception,	and	 is	 thus	not	seen	as	a	thetic	 judgment	(cf . neutral d escription	
in	Kuno	(1973)).	Through	careful	reconsideration,	Hasegawa	restricts	thetic	
judgment	sentences	to	the	root	sentences	that	have	the	following	properties	
concerning	predicate	 types,	person	 restriction	on	 the	 subject,	 and	 tense	
interpretation:
　(9)	 a.	 	 	T ypical pred icate types:	 ( i )	of	 temporal-existence	and	emergence,	
such	as	 i-ru,	a-ru	 ‘be,	 exist’,	 k u-ru	 ‘come’,	 tuk -u	 ‘arrive’;	 (ii)	 of	
sudden/obvious	change	of	state	or	temporal	state,	such	as	 k ow are-
ru	 ‘break-intr[ansitive].’,	oti-ru	 ‘drop’,	byook i- d a	 ‘be	 sick’;	 (iii)	
activity/process	predicates	with	te-iru	‘be-stative.’
	 b.	 	 	Person restriction on th e subj ect:	Neither	the	1st	person	nor	the	2nd	
person.









　(10)	a.	 	 Oya,	 asoko-ni	 John-ga	 i-ru.
	 	 	 Oh	 there-at	 John-NOM	 exist-PRES
	 	 	 ‘Oh,	John	is	there.’	 (Hasegawa	2010:	8)
	 b.	 	 Tegami-ga	 ki-ta.
	 	 	 letter-NOM	 come-PAST
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	 	 	 ‘Mail	has	come.’	 (Hasegawa	2010:	8)
	 c.	 	 A!	 Kabin-ga	 oti-ru.
	 	 	 oh	 vase-NOM	 drop-PRES
	 	 	 ‘Oh,	the	vase	is	going	to	drop!’	 (Hasegawa	2010:	10)
	 d.	 	 Neko-ga	 asoko-de	 nemut-te-i-ru.	
	 	 	 cat-NOM	 there-in	 sleep-PROG-PRES





　(11)		 	 	{*	Watasi	 /	*	 Anata	/	 Kodomo	}-ga	 hasit-te-i-ru.
	 	 	 			 I	 /		 you	 /	 child-NOM	 run-PROG-PRES









the	‘non-perfect’	- ( r) u	form	of	activity/change	predicates	must	be	interpreted	
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　(12)	a.	 	 Hanako-ga	 3-nen-mae-ni	 daigaku-o	 sotugyoosi-ta.
	 	 	 Hanako-NOM	 -year-ago	 college-ACC	 graduate-PAST
	 	 	 ‘Hanako	graduated	from	a	college	three	years	ago.’	
	 b.	 	 Taro-ga	 itumo	 kimi-ni	 ai-ta-gat-te-iru.
	 	 	 Taro-NOM	 always	 you-DAT	 meet-want-PROG-PAST
	 	 	 ‘Taro	always	wants	to	meet	you.’
	 (Hasegawa	2010:	11)
　One	of	 the	crucial	originalities	of	Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	approach	 lies	 in	
the	 theoretical	 implementation	of	 the	 idea	 that	 thetic	 judgment	sentences	
constitute	an	 independent	clause	 type	and	can	 therefore	be	 structurally	
distinguished	from	other	sentences.	Although	Kuroda	 (1965,	1972,	1992)	
assumes	 that	 there	 is	no	 syntactic	difference	between	 thetic	 judgment	
sentences	and	embedded	propositions	with	ga-marked	subjects,	Hasegawa	
attempts	 to	 support	her	approach	by	 revealing	 the	parallelism	between	
thetic	 judgment	sentences	and	presentational	sentences	in	English.	The	next	
subsection	reviews	this	point	in	detail.
2.1.2. Locative inversion sentences as presentationals
　Before	 reviewing	Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	 empirical	 characterization	 of	
presentationals	in	English,	a	word	of	caution	is	in	order	concerning	the	target	
linguistic	phenomena.	First,	Hasegawa	 (2010)	 takes	up	 locative	 inversion	
(LI)	 and	 the	presentational-th ere	 construction	as	 representative	cases	of	
presentational	sentences	 in	English,	but	due	to	space	limitations,	 this	paper	
focuses	on	LI.	Second,	adopting	Emonds’	(1976)	transformational	rule	called	
di rectional adv erbial preposing,	Hasegawa	seems	to	call	it	LI,	but	this	paper	uses	
the	term	LI	 to	refer	 to	a	more	specific	one	 in	the	following	form:	PP[Locative/
Directional]	Verb DP.	
　It	has	been	observed	(e.g.,	Bolinger	1971)	that	LI	 in	English	is	associated	









　The	idea	of	relating	the	presentational	function	of	LI	to	the tic j udgm ent	itself	
is	not	brand-new	 (Fukuchi	1985),	but	 its	 theoretical	 implementation	was	




　First,	 LI,	 as	 well	 as	 thetic	 judgment	 sentences,	 is	 a	main	 clause	
phenomenon.2
　(14)		 *	I	noticed	that	in	came	John.	 (Emonds	1976:	30)
　Second,	LI	 is,	 in	general,	 restricted	 to	unaccusative	verbs	 (i.e.,	verbs	of	
existence	or	emergence),	as	shown	below	(Bresnan	1994:	78):
　(15)	a.	 	 On	the	corner	was	{	standing	/	*	drinking	}	a	woman.





	 b.	 *	On	the	top	of	the	mountain	stood	YOU.	 (Takami	1995:	200)
　Fourth,	the	tense	of	LI	is,	in	general,	specified	for	the	present	and	the	simple	
133
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past,	excluding	auxiliaries	of	inference	(except	w ill)	and	the	perfective.
　(17)	a.	 	 Down	the	street	rolled	the	baby	carriage!	 (Emonds	1976:	29)
	 b.	 	 Here	comes	the	bus!	 (Hasegawa	2010:	12)
	 c.	 *	Down	the	hill	may	roll	the	baby	carriage!	 (Coopmans	1989:	729)
	 d.	 *	Down	the	stairs	has	fallen	the	baby.	 (Coopmans	1989:	729)
Careful	 consideration,	however,	 is	necessary	concerning	 the	progressive	
form	and	the	auxiliary	 w ill	 in	 the	context	of	LI.	Although	LI	 tends	to	resist	
the	progressive	 form,	as	Hasegawa	 (2010:	13)	points	out,	LI	 allows	 the	
progressive	form,	especially	when	the	predicate	“expresses	how	or	 in	what	
manner	the	subject	exists	but	not	how	the	subject	has	been	acting.”
　(18)	a.	 	 On	the	corner	was	standing	a	woman.	 (Bresnan	1994:	78)
	 b.	 	 Down	the	hill	will	roll	the	baby	carriage.
In	addition,	 w ill	may	occur	 in	LI	only	 if	 the	speaker	has	direct	evidence	to	
express	an	event	that	is	about	to	happen	right	before	her/his	eyes.3	The	tense	
specification	of	LI	is	quite	similar	to	that	of	thetic	judgment	sentences	(see	(9c)).













　(19)	a.	 	 Force	. . .	*Topic	. . .	Focus	. . .	Finite	IP	. . .
	 b.	 	 He	prayed	THAT	atrocities lik e thos e, 	never again	would	he	witness.	
	 (Radford	2004:	329,	with	modifications)
	 c.	 	 FORCE	(Subordination),	 T opicaliz ation,	Focus (Negation, wh-Q),	Fin
The	Force	layer	is	responsible	for	encoding	the	clause	type	of	a	sentence	(e.g.	






Hasegawa	(2010)	proposes	 that	 the	Force	 layer	realize	 the	presentational	
clause	type	and	communicate	with	the	Fin	layer,	thereby	specifying	particular	
tense	 interpretations	and	morphological	 forms	on	Fin.	Under	her	system,	
clause	 types	may	be	declaratives,	questions,	 imperatives,	and	 indicatives,	
and	 they	are	marked	at	 the	Force	 layer	with	 the	corresponding	abstract	
features	 ([+Decl(arative)],	 [+Q(uestion)],	 [+Imp(erative)],	and	 [+Ind(icative)],	




	 b.	 	 [ForceP[+Q]	…	[FocP[+wh]	what[+wh]	j 	[FinP	didi	[IP	you	[	I’	t	i	buy	t	j 	]]]]]
Extending	 this	analysis	 to	presentationals,	Hasegawa	proposes	 that	LI	 in	
English	be	derived	based	on	 the	 following	assumptions.	First,	 the	Force	
head	may	 involve	 the	abstract	 feature	 [+P(resentational)],	which	 triggers	








to	 Fin.5	 Fourth,	 the	EPP	 requirement	 is	 satisfied	by	 a	PP.	Under	 these	
assumptions,	LI	is	analyzed	as	follows:
　(21)	a.	 	 Into	my	room	came	a	cat.	
	 b.	 	 [ForceP[+P]/[-1st,	-2nd]	into	my	room	j 	. . .	[FinP[Thetic]	came	i	[IP	t	j 	[	I’	[VP	t	i	a	cat
	 	 	 [-1st,	-2nd]	t	j 	]]]]]





to	be	semantically	compatible	with	 th etic j ud gment.	The	person	restriction	on	
the	post-verbal	subject	 (see	(16))	 is	accounted	for	as	a	consequence	of	 the	
agreement	relation	with	the	[－1st, －2nd]	person	feature	specified	on	the	
Force	head.








with	 tense	morphemes	to	 the	Fin	head.	Then,	 [+P]	 is	satisfied	 through	the	








　Having	 reviewed	 Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	 theoretical	 analysis	 of	 the	
presentational	 clause	 type,	 the	next	 section	attempts	 to	provide	 further	
empirical	evidence	and	arguments	for	her	approach	with	special	reference	to	
participle	preposing.





	 b.	 	 	Taking	tickets	at	the	door	was	a	person	I	had	previously	roomed	
with.
	 c.	 	 	Examined	today	and	found	in	good	health	was	our	nation’s	chief	
executive.
	 d.	 	 Taking	turns,	as	usual,	were	his	two	sisters.
The	examples	above	show	that	a	predicate	taking	either	the	progressive	form	
or	the	passive	form	may	occur	in	the	sentence-initial	position,	while	the	logical	
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looks	similar	to	that	of	LI	 (i.e.,	PPLocative-V-DP)	 in	that	a	preposed	element	 is	
followed	by	a	verbal	element,	and	the	 logical	subject	occurs	post-verbally.	
These	 initial	observations	motivate	 the	 idea	 that	participle	preposing	 is	
derived	on	a	par	with	LI,	as	illustrated	below:
　(25)	a.	 	 Speaking	at	today’s	lunch	will	be	our	local	congressman.	 (=	(23a))









3. 2. Supportive Evidence
　The	 first	piece	of	 evidence	 for	 the	 theoretical	 treatment	of	participle	
preposing	as	 the	presentational	clause	 type	comes	from	Bolinger’s	 (1971)	
observation	 that	verbs	 that	are	directional	and	 locational	easily	occur	 in	





	 b.	 	 	Appearing	was	a	never-before-seen	conglomeration	of	bugs	and	
worms.










arguments	and	modifiers	 clearly	 shows	 their	 restriction	on	 the	 types	of	
predicates.7




	 b.	 	 Playing	first	base	{	?(?)	must	/	??	may	}	be	John.
These	facts	are	reminiscent	of	those	in	(17)	and	(18).	
　The	 third	piece	of	evidence	comes	 from	 the	 fact	 that	 the	post-copular	
position	must	be	occupied	by	third-person	DPs	(cf.	(16)).9
　(29)		 	 Playing	first	base	{	*	am	I	/	*	are	you	/	is	John	}.
　By	observing	 the	 syntactic	 and	 semantic	properties	of	 the	participle	
preposing	with	the	progressive	form,	this	subsection	has	provided	additional	
arguments	 for	Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	approach	 to	 the	presentational	clause	
type.	The	next	section	discusses	some	remaining	issues	revolving	around	the	
presentational	function.
４．Remaining Issues: Emphasis beyond the Presentational Function
　In	accordance	with	Hasegawa’s	 (2010)	approach	 to	 the	presentational	
clause	 type,	 this	paper	has	 argued	 that	her	 approach	 is	 independently	
supported	by	participle	preposing	with	the	progressive	form.	However,	there	
139
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are	some	remaining	issues	concerning	the	discourse	function	of	presentational	
sentences	in	English.
　First,	 it	 is	 a	 traditional	 observation	 that	 English	presentationals	 are	





	 b.	 	 At	the	platform	arrived	an	antique  train.
　(31)		 	 Densya-ga	 purattohuoomu-ni	 tui-ta.
	 	 	 train-NOM	 platform-at	 arrive-PAST




that	the	Japanese	translation	of	 (30a)	 is	perfectly	fine	as	a	thetic	 judgment	
sentence.	Furthermore,	Takami	argues	that	a	similar	effect	 is	also	observed	
in	participle	preposing.	The	 relevant	difference	will	 raise	various	 issues,	













formalize	 the	 (potentially)	 two	types	of	presentationals	 in	 terms	of	clause	
typing.
　Second,	one	of	the	reviewers	asked	whether	Hasegawa’s	(2010)	analysis	of	












stress	on	the	post-verbal	DP,	 in	principle,	cannot	 lift	 the	person	restriction.	
This	issue	needs	to	be	carefully	considered	in	the	future	research.
５．Concluding Remarks
　Following	Hasegawa	 (2010),	 this	paper	has	provided	 further	empirical	
evidence	 for	her	syntactic	approach	 to	 the	presentational	clause	 type	by	
extending	 it	 to	participle	preposing	 in	English.	On	 the	empirical	side,	 the	
paper	has	argued	that	participle	preposing	with	the	progressive	form	speaks	





　I	would	 like	 to	express	my	deepest	and	sincerest	gratitude	 to	Nobuko	
Hasegawa	for	not	only	showing	me	the	breadth	and	depth	of	 the	world	of	
141
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predicates	 that	behave	 like	root	clauses.	 In	such	a	case,	however,	LI	seems	to	 lose	 its	
presentational	function.
3	 My	informants	all	agreed	that	compared	with	may	and	must, w ill	can	be	tolerable	in	LI	only	
if	 it	 is	used	when	the	speaker	has	direct	evidence	in	making	a	statement.	 In	this	sense,	


























(1995:	135-141),	 “more/less	 important	 information”	 is	concerned	with	the	 information	
structure	of	a	single	sentence,	but	 “new/old	 information”	and	 “focus/presupposition”	
crucially	depend	on	 the	 structure	of	discourse	 (e.g.,	question-answer	pairs,	 the	 (in)
compatibility	of	a	sentence	with	the	preceding	discourse	context).
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